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water. She highlighted the need for as-
sistance to small, rural States in com-
plying with government regulations, 
and this bill does that by giving small 
and rural States access to Federal 
funding and assistance in complying 
with government regulations that are 
often more burdensome and over-
bearing for them. 

The bill also empowers rural commu-
nities to work with technical experts 
at nonprofit entities and State agen-
cies to implement best practices and 
more efficiently comply with the Fed-
eral regulations. When a small town 
like Meridian, OK, needs help address-
ing harmful contaminants in their 
water system, local rural water organi-
zations can provide consistent help and 
expertise, and they do. They are out 
there. They want to help. Dedicating 
resources to help our rural commu-
nities will ensure they spend more of 
their time and their money on commu-
nity projects, not navigating a bu-
reaucracy. 

More than just taking care of our 
water infrastructure today, this bill 
has an eye on the future by reauthor-
izing the Water Resources Research 
Act. The Water Resources Research 
Act supports cutting-edge water re-
search at universities across the coun-
try, including Oklahoma State Univer-
sity in Stillwater. OSU will receive re-
search funding over the next 4 years to 
study wastewater reuse, produced 
water from oil and gas operations, and 
more. 

The bill will also more than double 
the funding for the enhanced aquifer 
recharge research program. This pro-
gram does essential work to refill the 
groundwater aquifers, especially in 
areas with water shortages, to sustain 
a reliable municipal water supply. 

I thank my colleagues Senator CAR-
PER and Senator CAPITO for working to-
gether to move this bill through the 
normal committee process and bring it 
to the floor. This is what bipartisan-
ship means, and we do see this every 
day, in spite of what you might get 
from the media. I look forward to this 
bill being passed and enacted into law 
quickly. It is important that this not 
be the end of our bipartisan infrastruc-
ture work. 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
Mr. President, we also need to reau-

thorize the new surface transportation 
plan before October 1. I know that it 
can be done because I did it twice with 
Senator Boxer. We did the MAP–21 pro-
gram; that was in 2012. We did the 
FAST Act in 2015. We were successful 
because we focused on actual infra-
structure—roads, highways, bridges, 
waterways, and the like. 

Senator CAPITO rolled out a meaning-
ful infrastructure package this last 
week. It is bold and focused on what 
our country actually needs. 

While President Biden and the Biden 
administration recognize the Repub-
lican plan as a starting point, sadly, 
Senate Democrats dismiss it outright, 
without even waiting to read it. And 

why? Because the extreme left wants 
to hijack the popularity of infrastruc-
ture to pass their Green New Deal 
agenda. 

You know, I had the honor of being 
with the President and the Vice Presi-
dent in the White House their first 
week in office. At that time, they were 
talking about the infrastructure pack-
age of the administration. I told the 
President at that time that one of the 
problems I have with what I feel is 
going to be in his infrastructure pack-
age is going to be using the popularity 
of infrastructure repair. That is pop-
ular. People want roads. They want 
highways. They want infrastructure. 
But they want to use that popularity 
to get their agenda passed. 

Now, in the infrastructure package 
that the President came out with, only 
about 7 percent of that actually ad-
dresses roads, highways, and bridges. 
So that is not what we want. We do 
have a bill coming out of the com-
mittee. 

The proof is in the numbers. The 
Biden plan would spend more on elec-
tric vehicle charging ports and sub-
sidies for electric cars than it does on 
roads, bridges, and airports combined. 
You know, I didn’t believe that when I 
first saw it. How can he come out with 
something that would actually spend 
more just on electrical vehicles than it 
does on roads, highways, and bridges? 
But that is exactly right because it 
would be $157 billion for roads, high-
ways, and bridges but $174 billion for 
electrical vehicle support. 

If this sounds familiar to you, that is 
because it is. Remember then-Presi-
dent Obama’s American ‘‘Recovery’’ 
Plan that was supposed to be a massive 
investment in infrastructure with 
‘‘shovel ready jobs’’? Well, less than 5 
percent of that bill went into infra-
structure. The rest of the $800 billion 
went to finance the Obama climate 
agenda. I guess history really does re-
peat itself because that same thing is 
happening today. Worse, it trades re-
sponsible pay-for methods with a tax- 
and-spend approach. 

A lot of people here may be too 
young to remember this, but I remem-
ber when the biggest problem we had in 
the highway trust fund was that we 
had too much money, that we had too 
much surplus. 

I ask the Presiding Officer, can you 
believe that, because you haven’t been 
here that long? But that actually was 
the problem. The highway trust fund 
was actually more than it needed to be. 

I can remember back during the Clin-
ton administration, I was pretty upset 
when he took several billion dollars 
out of that program. The surplus was 
there—I grant you that—but nonethe-
less we knew that leaner times were 
coming and that we would end up with 
a highway program that we would not 
be able to pay for out of the highway 
trust fund if we let people take money 
out of that trust fund. 

But, anyway, a lot of people here 
may be too young to remember that, 
but that actually did happen. 

One of the unique things about our 
highway system is the ‘‘user pays; user 
benefits’’ model. At a recent EPW hear-
ing that we had—that was just 2 weeks 
ago—every single witness was in agree-
ment that users who benefit should pay 
into the system. They all agreed that 
electric vehicles should be paying their 
fair share to maintain and improve our 
infrastructure. But, instead, the Biden 
plan takes the tax-and-spend approach, 
increasing the deficit and raising our 
corporate tax rate, undoing the his-
toric tax cuts that we achieved under 
the previous administration, the 
Trump administration. 

People hear that, and they don’t 
fully appreciate just what it means. 
They think that corporate tax rates 
won’t affect them. But the people hurt 
the most by the higher corporate tax 
rate tend to be in the most vulnerable 
categories. That is because higher 
taxes on job creators not only hurts 
American competitiveness around the 
world, but it means lower wages, lower 
GDP growth, and fewer jobs to go 
around. 

In fact, the nonpartisan CBO found 
that 70 percent of the savings busi-
nesses got when they lowered the cor-
porate tax rate in the Trump tax cuts 
went straight to worker wages, and the 
Biden plan would undo that very suc-
cessful program. A study done by Rice 
University found that raising the cor-
porate tax rate back to 28 percent, like 
the Biden plans do, will actually kill 1 
million jobs in just 2 years. 

Before the pandemic, the economy 
was growing fast, thanks in large part 
to the historic tax cuts and the regu-
latory reforms that drove the record 
job growth. 

In fact, we had the best economy in 
my lifetime, prior to the pandemic 
problem that came along. And now, 12 
months into the pandemic, as many 
States are just now allowing businesses 
to reopen, the administration is look-
ing to raise taxes on job creators who 
can get our economy back on track. 

The White House said it was serious 
about infrastructure investment, and I 
am committed to working with the 
President and my colleagues in the 
Senate to do this. It can be done this 
year, just as it has been many times in 
the past, but it needs to be real infra-
structure and not just a big-spending 
liberal climate bill. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, I rise 

today to urge my colleagues to vote for 
this motion to proceed to the bipar-
tisan Drinking Water and Wastewater 
Infrastructure Act of 2021, otherwise 
known as DWWIA. 

As the ranking member of the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee, 
I have been working closely with 
Chairman CARPER and Senators 
DUCKWORTH, LUMMIS, CARDIN, and 
CRAMER to craft meaningful legislation 
that addresses our country’s aging 
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drinking water and wastewater sys-
tems. Every city and town can tell you 
all about it. 

This bill authorizes more than $35 
billion for water resource development 
projects across the country, with a 
focus on upgrading aging infrastruc-
ture, addressing the emerging threats 
of extreme weather events, including 
those resulting from climate change, 
and cyber security vulnerabilities. This 
bill also includes measures to invest in 
innovative technologies, and it pro-
vides assistance to marginalized com-
munities. All of these things will help 
our communities keep their water safe 
and clean. 

Something I am particularly proud of 
is how this bill provides flexibility to 
both rural and urban areas and lets 
them decide how they can best address 
their needs. 

The most significant investments in 
this bill are in the drinking water and 
clean water State revolving funds. We 
know them as SRFs. The SRFs maxi-
mize authority for the States to deter-
mine how best to address drinking and 
wastewater challenges, utilizing a re-
volving loan fund to facilitate addi-
tional future investments. 

For rural States like West Virginia, 
we offer several solutions to unique 
water challenges. I will add here that 
we have a lot of great water in West 
Virginia. First, the bill invests $50 bil-
lion for those currently being served by 
intractable water systems. Those are 
the systems that service fewer than 
1,000 people and that have typically 
been abandoned by the operator. We 
have quite a few of those. Towns in the 
southern coalfields of West Virginia, 
like those in McDowell County, have 
historically struggled with this. 

Since many of these households can-
not connect to municipal water sys-
tems in an economic or technologically 
feasible way, the funding will go to a 
grant program to help them install en-
vironmentally sound, decentralized 
wastewater systems. This language is 
something that I worked on previously 
with my colleague from New Jersey 
CORY BOOKER when he was on the com-
mittee in the last Congress. 

The most pressing water issue, from 
a human health and environmental 
perspective in Appalachia, is undoubt-
edly straight piping. This practice is 
common in other exceptionally rural 
and remote areas around the country. 
So with new septic tanks installed, the 
grant program is working to improve 
quality of life and addresses public 
health and environmental concerns 
about straight piping waste into rivers 
and streams. 

Infrastructure resiliency and sustain-
ability is also a priority in this bill. In 
rural areas especially, some of the 
pipes are nearly 100 years old. I have 
actually heard about wooden pipes. 
Small towns often don’t have the reve-
nues to spend on expensive drinking 
water and wastewater infrastructure 
upgrades. That is why this legislation 
creates grants for small public water 

systems to replace components, to 
identify and prevent leaks, and to in-
stall meters. 

This is based off of language I intro-
duced last Congress in the Assuring 
Quality Water Infrastructure Act. I 
was joined there by my colleague BEN 
CARDIN of Maryland to address the 
needs of small water systems that are 
facing operational challenges in main-
taining drinking water services. Every 
State has them. 

In West Virginia, that is often the re-
sult of old infrastructure or the lack of 
adequate mapping of where these as-
sets actually exist. It is hard to fix 
leaks when you can’t find them. 

Reports have shown—this stunned me 
when I saw this—that only one-quarter 
of the water that West Virginia water 
systems pay to have treated and 
pumped even reaches a faucet—one 
quarter. That is how much water leaks 
out. I think about other States that 
have water shortages, and here we are 
wasting so much water in a State like 
ours, which has an abundance of water. 

Water is a precious resource, and 
wasting that much of it because of 
leaky pipes and faulty infrastructure is 
absolutely unacceptable. The $250 mil-
lion grant program will help provide 
the technical assistance and infrastruc-
ture investments that these small sys-
tems, serving 10,000 people or fewer, 
need to address to get those challenges 
off their backs and to get on sure fiscal 
footing as they better serve their cus-
tomers. 

Of course, we don’t want to forget 
about our midsize and large drinking 
water systems. Another program that I 
worked on last Congress, again, with 
Senator CARDIN, addresses the resil-
iency of drinking water and waste-
water systems. 

Adapted from the Clean Water Infra-
structure Resilience and Sustainability 
Act, these programs, totaling $370 mil-
lion over 5 years, will help to protect 
public water systems from a host of 
threats, both natural and manmade. 

In West Virginia and in many other 
parts of the country, the greatest 
threats to drinking and wastewater in-
frastructure come from flooding. These 
investments will harden infrastructure 
against these threats and protect tax-
payers from paying for the same infra-
structure again and again. 

I just discussed physical resilience, 
but we must also ensure the resilience 
of our water utility workforce, those 
workers who ensure the continued op-
eration and maintenance of drinking 
water and wastewater systems every 
day. 

Section 211 of DWWIA focuses on the 
resilience of America’s water utility 
workforce by addressing recruitment, 
training, and retention challenges. 
This is a topic very important to me, 
and I worked, again, with my colleague 
from New Jersey Senator BOOKER, on 
this issue. 

I cannot help but think that we regu-
larly take for granted the public health 
services provided by this Nation’s 

water utility workforce. We just don’t 
really think about who is actually 
working there and providing the serv-
ice that we sometimes take for grant-
ed. 

Unfortunately, a large portion of the 
men and women who are in our water 
treatment facilities are getting older 
and they are retiring, and that is why 
we need to make sure that we have the 
next generation of water workers 
ready. 

This bill increases funding authorized 
to $25 million over 5 years for the pro-
gram that helps water systems grow 
their workforce through apprentice-
ships, through training programs, and 
it also helps with their retention ef-
forts. This program has been extremely 
popular with water systems around the 
country, and Congress has recognized 
this by funding it beyond the author-
ization level. 

It is critical that we provide the 
tools and investments necessary to 
help our drinking water and waste-
water systems face these challenges 
head-on. After all, this is the workforce 
that will ensure the operation and 
maintenance of all the other infra-
structure investments this package 
creates. 

Additional technical assistance can 
also help systems with operations—it 
is much more complicated than what it 
used to be—and prevent outages and 
costly compliance issues. Section 206 
establishes and authorizes a circuit 
rider program designed to help owners 
and operators of small- and medium- 
sized publicly owned treatment works. 

We have heard from the water com-
munity that other circuit rider pro-
grams have been a tremendous asset in 
providing technical assistance. It only 
makes sense for the EPA to similarly 
provide technical assistance since they 
implement the relevant regulations. 
This can be tremendously helpful 
where a system may be struggling with 
an insufficient workforce and also 
must be a part of the resilience discus-
sion. 

Another concern for us was the 
alarming trend in cyber security 
threats in water systems. In February, 
you all might remember, hackers 
accessed a Florida water treatment fa-
cility computer system and were able 
to remotely raise the level of sodium 
hydroxide in the water. That is not just 
scary; it is alarming. 

This has huge national security im-
plications on top of the obvious public 
health concerns. Thankfully, that hack 
was detected and the system was re-
turned to normal before the public was 
ever at risk. But in this day and age, 
water infrastructure resiliency also has 
to include addressing these cyber secu-
rity issues. So we made sure that these 
vulnerabilities could be addressed 
under resiliency grants. 

While water infrastructure invest-
ments are critical to ensuring we are 
not wasting water and our water is 
clean, it is also critical from an eco-
nomic development perspective. Berke-
ley County—close here to Washington, 
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DC—in West Virginia made huge in-
vestments into their water infrastruc-
ture system to ensure the system could 
handle the volume of water that the 
brand-new Procter & Gamble plant 
needed. And it is massive amounts of 
water, and it is a massive plant. We are 
very happy that they are there employ-
ing over 1,000 West Virginians. 

So with that upgraded water system, 
P&G was able to operate more effi-
ciently and even to expand—and they 
are still expanding—and that meant 
more jobs. That kind of opportunity 
needs to be available everywhere, not 
just in my home State but in Con-
necticut and in other places around the 
country. 

These are just a few of the provisions 
that address and are informed by the 
particular challenges that face my 
State. But based on the feedback of my 
colleagues in both parties and the 
groundswell of support from various 
water advocacy groups, it is clear these 
provisions have broad applicability to 
help communities all across this beau-
tiful country. 

It is why we have such a diverse and 
growing coalition of more than 70 sup-
porters—from water systems to local 
governments, to industry, to labor, to 
environmental organizations—who are 
supporting this legislation, not to men-
tion that we had a unanimous vote out 
of committee. 

These organizations recognize the 
value of this legislation and its com-
monsense and responsible approach to 
addressing our water infrastructure 
issues. We will be discussing more of 
the valuable provisions of this bill on 
the Senate floor this week, and I look 
forward to that debate. 

In closing, I just want to urge my 
colleagues to vote in favor of advanc-
ing this bill and, later, for final pas-
sage. I mentioned it passed unani-
mously out of committee. There is a 
big debate in the broader sense: Can 
Congress get together on infrastruc-
ture? This is what I would define as 
basic, core infrastructure. This, I 
think, is a good test case for us, and 
this, I think, is one in which we all 
have a great interest. Conservatives, 
moderates, and liberals all came to-
gether on this. 

I would like to thank my counterpart 
and my chairman, Senator CARPER, and 
his staff for their work, as well as our 
Water Subcommittee counterpart 
chairman, Senator DUCKWORTH, and 
Ranking Member LUMMIS. 

This bill is proof that we can work 
together on infrastructure. This is a bi-
partisan, responsible, meaningful in-
vestment. We are taking care of pipes, 
we are looking out for our environ-
ment, and we are putting special em-
phasis on helping rural and disadvan-
taged communities. At the end of the 
day, this bill is really about helping 
people. This is a bipartisan bill that we 
can all be proud of. 

Again, I ask my colleagues to vote 
yes on the motion to proceed and again 
on the underlying bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-

KEY). The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to be able to com-
plete my remarks, given the time con-
straints. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NOMINATION OF COLIN HACKETT KAHL 
Mr. SCOTT of Florida. Mr. President, 

I rise in opposition to the nomination 
of Colin Kahl to serve as Undersecre-
tary of Defense for Policy. 

Our Nation needs leaders at the De-
partment of Defense who are not driven 
by a partisan agenda and are com-
mitted to making sure our troops have 
all the resources and support they need 
to succeed. We need leaders who under-
stand that our adversaries are regimes 
like those in Communist China and 
Iran and that our friends are countries 
like Israel and its partners in the Mid-
dle East. That is not Dr. Kahl. I have 
grave concerns about Dr. Kahl’s lack of 
support for one of our great allies, 
Israel, weakness toward Communist 
China and desire to rejoin the disas-
trous Iran Deal. 

The Undersecretary of Defense for 
Policy serves as the Defense Sec-
retary’s top national security adviser, 
a position that requires sound judge-
ment and an even temperament. Dr. 
Kahl’s history of partisan rhetoric 
makes him unfit for this position. 

For all these reasons, I oppose Mr. 
Kahl’s nomination and urge my col-
leagues to do the same. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to oppose Colin Kahl’s nomina-
tion for Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy, and I advise my colleagues to 
do the same, as we are getting ready to 
take a vote on this very important po-
sition in the Pentagon. That, to me, is 
one of the most important positions we 
have at the Department of Defense. 

While I have many policy disagree-
ments with Dr. Kahl, which I have dis-
cussed at length with him, I want to 
say I have a long history of working 
across the aisle, with Democrats and 
Republicans, on defense issues, even 
with those with whom I don’t agree on 
their policies. As a matter of fact, the 
Presiding Officer and I have a very 
strong working relationship, and we 
don’t agree on a lot of issues, particu-
larly on issues of the military. 

I serve on the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and I take these matters very 
seriously. They are some of the main 
reasons I ran for the U.S. Senate 61⁄2 
years ago. I focus a lot on military per-
sonnel, uniform and civilian, whom we 
put in the Pentagon and who have this 
enormous responsibility to oversee the 
Department of Defense. 

Whether they are Assistant Secre-
taries, Under Secretaries, admirals, or 
generals, I try to understand where 
they are coming from, and I have a 
record of strongly supporting almost 
all of them, whether they have been in 
the Obama administration, the Trump 
administration, or even are in the 

Biden administration. For example, I 
not only supported the Secretary of 
Defense, Lloyd Austin, knowing that I 
wasn’t going to agree with him on ev-
erything, but I actually introduced him 
at his confirmation hearing because I 
served with him in the military, and I 
know he is a man of honor and char-
acter. I strongly supported the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, Kath Hicks, 
given her background and knowledge. 
Yet some nominees I have not and I 
will not support, particularly in this 
area that is so important to our Na-
tion’s defense. I will object to these 
people because, like Dr. Kahl, I don’t 
believe he has the temperament or 
judgment to do the job. 

Like I said, I have looked at and fo-
cused on dozens and dozens of members 
with regard to their temperament and 
judgment who need Senate confirma-
tion to the Department of Defense. The 
vast, vast majority, Democrat or Re-
publican, I have supported but not this 
one. And this is a really important po-
sition. The Under Secretary of Defense 
for Policy is essentially the No. 3 posi-
tion in the Pentagon. 

As I mentioned, it is my view and, I 
believe, the view of most of my col-
leagues, at least on this side of the 
aisle, that Dr. Kahl does not have the 
temperament or judgment. In fact, I 
believe that he has the potential to be 
a liability to our national security and 
our defense and not to be viewed favor-
ably by the men and women he is sup-
posed to lead. 

Let me talk about temperament and 
give a little bit of background. 

Not even a year ago, a number of 
Senate Democrats, my colleagues, 
wrote of the official who was nomi-
nated by the Trump administration for 
this same position, the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Policy, BG An-
thony Tata. The letter that was signed 
by a number of my Senate Democratic 
colleagues, many of whom are on the 
Committee on Armed Services, focused 
on that nominee’s record of ‘‘offensive 
and inflammatory comments which 
would disqualify you from serving in 
your current position and the position 
for which you have been nominated.’’ 
That is one of the quotes. Remember, 
this was for the same position but with 
the Trump administration. 

This letter also read that he had 
made inflammatory remarks regarding 
the President—that would be President 
Obama—and inflammatory remarks re-
garding rhetoric for Members of Con-
gress as well. Again, that was last year. 
This is the standard that was being 
used. 

This letter goes on to read: 

Your multiple past statements cannot be 
dismissed as simple aberration. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD this 
letter dated July 24, 2020. 

There being no objection, the material was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD as fol-
lows: 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:19 Apr 28, 2021 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G27AP6.036 S27APPT1ct
el

li 
on

 D
S

K
11

Z
R

N
23

P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2022-06-24T23:43:58-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




